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The Effect of Structured Jigsaw Technique
and Unstructured Group Work
on The Listening Achievement of Junior High School Students
Agustin Santoso
Abstract. Nowadays, English has been used as the most important foreign
language in Indonesia. Many schools have used it as their important
subject to be taught to the students. The English teaching can cover 4
language skills: listening, speaking, reading, and writing, all of them are
important, especially listening. Listening is not an easy subject to master.
It needs the teacher’s role in teaching that skill. In this study, the writer
would like to know whether there is a significant difference between the
listening achievement of learners taught by using structured jigsaw
technique and unstructured group work technique, especially in
answering the three types of questions.
The writer took the data from St. Clara Junior High School and the
population is the second grade students. The writer took VIIIB as the
control group and VIIIC as the experimental group. The writer
administered pretest before the treatment to see the level of the students’
listening ability. After that, she conducted three times treatment by using
structured jigsaw technique in the experimental group and unstructured
group work in the control group. The posttest was administered and then
the writer analyzed the mean scores by using t-test.
From the analysis of the pretest, the writer found out that those two
groups had equal ability in listening achievement. From the posttest
scores, the writer also found out that those two groups were not
significantly different. It means that the null hypothesis which says
“There is no significant difference in listening achievement between the
second grade Junior High School students who are taught using jigsaw
technique and those who are taught using unstructured group work” was
accepted. Further analysis found that jigsaw technique could improve the
students’ listening ability in answering main idea questions.
Key terms: ability, listening achievement, skills, jigsaw, group work,
control group, experimental group, pretest, posttest, t-test
Introduction
Traditional method is used by many English teachers in Indonesia
when they teach English in classroom, including in listening class. The
traditional listening class conducted by teachers is usually carried out by
providing the students oral text and the teachers usually directly lead the
discussion. It usually tends to be teacher-centered. The students seldom
interact actively in this condition. What happens next is that the students
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do not get used to share their ideas or help each other to understand about
the materials they get.
As  stated  by  Nichols  in  Bentley  (1998),  “The  most  basic  of  all
human needs is to understand and to be understood… the best way to
understand people is to listen to them.” Listening is something that people
learn first in their life. When a baby was born, he listened to his mom
saying everything. He learned vocabularies and he also learned to speak.
That’s why listening and teaching listening is very important.
As Kaplan (2002) states, constructivism proposes that learning
environment should support multiple interpretations of reality, knowledge
construction as well as context-rich and experience-based activities. Since
English learners need more practice to make their English fluent, teachers
are expected to lead their students to be active in teaching learning
process.  The  students  do  not  just  listen  and keep silent,  but  they  should
learn through interaction with their fellow students, teachers, and families
or in other word, they should be active. The teachers do not merely
transfer their knowledge to their students.
The English teachers play the most important role to make their
students active in English class. The teachers have to try hard to succeed
their effort in helping the students active because the students do not get
used to share their ideas or help each other to understand about the
materials they get. Many teachers try to make their class more active by
increasing  the  interaction  among  students.  One  way  based  on  the  fifth
principle in Constructivist Learning Theory (2002) to apply
constructivism theory that will help the English teachers increase student-
student interaction is performing jigsaw technique in teaching. Our
learning is intimately associated with our connection with other human
beings, our teacher, our peers, our family, as well as casual acquaintances.
In jigsaw, there will be two teams: expert team and home team.
The students are expected to learn from their fellow students to master the
materials they get when they are in expert team. When they go back to
their home team, they learn to teach one another the material they have
worked on in expert team. If each student’s part is essential, then each
student is essential. That is precisely what makes this strategy so effective
(Aronson, 2005).
Some studies related to the implementation of jigsaw technique in
language classes have been carried out. Most of them have been
implemented in reading classes. For example, a study conducted by
Kurnia (2002) and Tamah et al (2007). Though many studies have been
done, more studies need to be conducted in other skills, for example in
listening skill. Since the writer wants to know the effect of that technique
on the SLTP students’ listening achievement, she conducts this research.
The Problem Statement
Based on the background stated previously, there will be two kinds
of questions: one major question and three minor questions.
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The major question:
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of second grade Junior High School students taught by using structured
jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using unstructured group
work?”
The minor questions:
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of
those taught by using unstructured group work in answering factual
questions?”
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of
those taught by using unstructured group work in answering inference
questions?”
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of
those taught by using unstructured group work in answering main idea
questions?”
The Objective of the Study
Through this experimental study, the writer wants to find out if there is a
significant difference between the listening achievement of learners
taught by using jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using
unstructured group work technique. Besides that, she also wants to know
the difference between the learners’ ability taught by using jigsaw
technique and the one of those taught by using unstructured group work
technique in answering three types of questions.
Research Method
In order to answer the research questions set forth in section 1.2 as one
way to achieve the objective stated in section 1.3, the writer has carried
out certain methodological activities.
Research Design
This study is a quantitative study and employs a quasi-experiment which
will apply a non-randomized pre-posttest control group design. The writer
was not allowed to randomize the students. There are two variables n this
study, a dependent variable and an independent variable. The dependent
variable of this study is second grade of Junior High School students’
listening achievement and the independent variable of this study is the
technique that is used by the teacher in the listening class, both
experimental group and control group. The teacher implementing jigsaw
technique and unstructured group work is the writer herself. This study is
conducted with the research design as follows:
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Population and Sample
The population of this study was the second grade students of St. Clara
Junior High School Surabaya. The samples of this study were the students
from two classes namely VIIIA, VIIIB and VIIIC. VIIIA was the pilot
group and it was a small class. VIIIB and VIIIC classes consisted of 48
students. The writer took class VIIIC as the experimental group and class
VIIIB  as  the  control  group.  The  writer  conducted  this  study  to  second
grade Junior High School students because the writer believed that they
had gotten some experiences in listening class and working in groups
when they were in the first grade.
Treatments
Each group got different treatment. Class VIIIC as the experimental group
got jigsaw technique as the treatment and class VIIIB as the control group
got unstructured group work as the treatment. The similarities of both
groups were the students were asked to make groups and then they
listened and discussed the material in group. Beside that, both groups got
same material and time limitation for the discussion. The differences
between those groups were the students in experimental group recognized
‘home and expert teams’ and the roles in the groups while for the students
in control group, they did not recognize ‘home and expert teams’. There
was  no  role  applied  in  the  groups.  Below are  the  treatments  done  in  the
experimental and control groups.
Research Instrument
A listening comprehension test was developed for this study. The
same listening comprehension test was used for the pretest and posttest
for both experimental and control group. Firstly, it consisted of 54 items.
Since some of the questions were poor, the writer dropped them. Now, it
consisted  of  37  items  for  the  research  instrument.  It  was  in  the  form  of
multiple choice questions each of which had four options. Those
questions consist of three kinds of questions, factual, inference, and main
idea questions.
The pretest and posttest were scored by the writer manually. It
would be divided into two. The first one was the score for answering the
major research question. The writer scored the pretest and the posttest as a
whole. There were 37 multiple choice questions in the text. Since the total
score was 100 for all correct answers, one correct answer was scored 2.7.
The highest score the students could achieve would be 100.
The second one was for answering the minor questions. There
were 37 items consisting 15 factual questions, 14 inference questions, and
8 main idea questions. The score of each of them was one. Therefore, the
highest score for the factual questions was 15, for the inference questions
was 14, and the highest score for the main idea questions was 8.
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Data Analysis Procedure
The writer used the score of the pretest and posttest as the data for
this study. In analyzing the mean of the students’ scores, the writer used
the t-test formula. The t-test formula-t-test for significance of the
difference between two means for independent samples as suggested in
Hatch and Lazaraton (1991:261)-was used. At first, the writer analyzed
the MID test scores to see whether the students were at the same level.
The MID test consisted of reading skill, writing skill, listening skill,
grammar, and also vocabulary. Since she wanted to make sure that the
students of both classes were equal only in the listening achievement, she
conducted a pretest. The result was that the students of both classes were
equal in the listening achievement.
After conducting three times treatments, the writer administered a
posttest to both groups. Next, the writer analyzed the posttest scores of
both the experimental and control groups to determine whether there was
a significant difference between them. If the result of the analysis was
non-significant, the t-test would be employed. The statistical computation,
either gain scores or covariance would be employed if the result of the
analysis was in significant answer.
For answering the minor research questions, the writer also did the
same thing to the scores of factual, inference, and main idea questions
both from the pre and posttest. She employed the t-test because there was
no significant difference.
Data Analysis and Findings
Data Analysis
Answering the major research questions, “Is there a significant
difference between the listening achievement of second grade Junior High
School students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one
of those taught by using unstructured group work?”, the writer did some
analysis.
First, the writer asked permission to have the students’ score of
MID test to see whether the two groups were equal in English ability. The
t-test was used to analyze their scores.
The Result of t-test for the MID test Scores
Variables Mean Sig. Value Conclusion
(α = .05)
Experimental Group
Control Group
73.81
80.34
.785 Not Significant
It was clearly indicated in table that the mean of the Experimental
group was 73.81 while the Control group was 80.34. It is shown that the
exact significance obtained for the MID test score was .785 (See
Appendix 12 and 13 for the detailed calculation). Since p .785 was greater
than .05 (the level of significance determined), the null hypothesis was
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accepted; the MID test mean scores between the two groups were not
significantly different. It can be concluded that the two groups were equal
in their English ability before the treatments were done.
The t-test of the pretest scores of the two groups proved similar
result. The table below is presented as the summary of the t-test
calculation.
The Result of t-test for the Pretest Scores
Variables Mean Sig. Value Conclusion
(α = .05)
Experimental Group
Control Group
83.77
81.02
.077 Not Significant
It was clearly indicated in table that the mean of the Experimental
group was 83.77 while the Control group was 81.02. It is shown that the
exact significance obtained for the pretest score was .077 (See Appendix
16 for the detailed calculation). Since p .077 was greater than .05 (the
level of significance determined), the null hypothesis was accepted; the
pretest mean scores between the two groups were not significantly
different.
Since both groups were of more or less the same level as proved
statistically above, the last calculation was done to the posttest scores of
the two groups. The posttest scores were analyzed statistically using t-test
for significance of the difference between two means for independent
samples as suggested in Hatch and Lazaraton (1991:261). The summary
of the t-test analysis of the data of the posttest scores is shown below.
The Result of t-test for the Posttest Scores
Variables Mean Sig. Value Conclusion
(α = .05)
Experimental Group
Control Group
85.82
87.23
.261 Not Significant
From table, it could be seen clearly that the mean of the
Experimental group was 85.82 while the Control group was 87.23. The
exact significance obtained for the posttest score was .261 (See Appendix
16 for the detailed calculation). Since p .261 was greater than .05 (the
level of significance determined), the null hypothesis was accepted; the
posttest mean scores between the two groups were not significantly
different.
Findings
The finding related to the major research question was obtained
from the analysis by using t-test. The null hypothesis which says: “There
is no significant difference between the listening achievement of second
grade of Junior High School students taught by using structured jigsaw
technique and the one of those taught by using unstructured group work.”,
was accepted. The alternative hypothesis was not confirmed. Jigsaw
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technique did not influence the listening achievement of the second grade
of Santa Clara Junior High School.
Data Analysis and Findings to the Minor Research Questions
Data Analysis
The minor questions of this study are:
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of
those taught by using unstructured group work in answering factual
questions?”
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of
those taught by using unstructured group work in answering inference
questions?”
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement
of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of
those taught by using unstructured group work in answering main idea
questions?”
The writer used t-test to analyze the data obtained from the pre and
posttests. The writer used the posttest scores of the two groups to answer
the minor questions.
The t-test Computation for the Factual Question Scores
Variables Mean Sig. Value Conclusion
(α= .05)
Experimental
Group
Control Group
13.48
13.55
.575 Not Significant
As seen as in table the mean of factual question for experimental
group was 13.48 while for the control group was 13.55. Since p (.575)
was greater than .05, the null hypothesis was accepted; the factual
question mean scores of the listening test of the two groups were not
significantly different. (See Appendix 17 for detail calculation).
The same calculation was used to analyze the mean of inference
question score. The calculation was presented in table 4.5 below.
The t-test Computation for the Inferential Question Scores
Variables Mean Sig. Value Conclusion
(α= .05)
Experimental Group
Control Group
12.00
11.91
.898 Not Significant
It is clearly indicated that in table that the mean of inference
question score for experimental group was 12.00 and for control group
was 11.91. Since p (.898) was greater than .05, the null hypothesis was
accepted; the inferential question mean scores of the listening test of the
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two groups were not significantly different. (For detail calculation, see
Appendix 17)
The t-test Computation for the Main Idea Scores
Variables Mean Sig. Value Conclusion
(α= .05)
Experimental Group
Control Group
6.33
6.87
.003 Not Significant
From table it could be seen that the mean of main idea question for
experimental group was 6.33 while for control group was 6.87. Since p
(.003) was smaller than .05, the null hypothesis was not accepted; the
main idea mean scores of the listening test of the two groups were
significantly different. (See Appendix 17 for detail calculation)
Findings
The null hypothesis for factual question which says: “There is no
significant difference between the ability of the students taught by using
structured jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using
unstructured group work in answering factual questions.”, was accepted.
The null hypothesis for inference question which says: “There is no
significant difference between the ability of the students taught by using
structured jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using
unstructured group work in answering inference questions.”, was also
accepted.
Unlike the null hypothesis of the factual and inference questions,
the null hypothesis of the main idea question which says: “There is no
significant difference between the ability of the students taught by using
structured jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using
unstructured group work in answering main idea questions.”, was not
accepted. The alternative hypothesis for main idea question which says:
“There is significant difference between the ability of the students taught
by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of those taught by using
unstructured group work in answering main idea questions.”, was
accepted. There was a different listening achievement between the
students of the experimental group and the students of the control group
in answering the main idea question.
Discussion of the Findings
Discussion of the Findings Related to the Major Research Question
The  major  research  question  of  this  study  says  “Is  there  a
significant difference between the listening achievement of second grade
Junior High School students taught by using structured jigsaw technique
and the one of those taught by using unstructured group work?” The data
analysis proved that there was no significant difference in listening
achievement between the students taught by using structured Jigsaw
technique and those taught by using unstructured group work. It showed
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that Jigsaw technique did not improve the students’ listening
achievement.
A possible cause why the result found was not significant is that
jigsaw is a new technique for the students. They might need more time to
adapt to this technique since there were only three times treatments
carried out. Although they have known how to work in groups, they still
did not get used to working in expert team and home team.
Another cause is related to the students’ seriousness, especially in
working in the expert and home teams. Some students might not be
serious when they discussed in their groups. It might influence the other
students to be lacking in enthusiasm in joining the discussion.
Besides that, the number of the students in one class is also one of
the causes. There were 48 students in one class. It was quite difficult for
one teacher to monitor a big class, especially using jigsaw technique.
It was different from the students in experimental group. The
control group students were more serious in working in their group. They
were  also  serious  in  doing  their  posttest.  The  students  in  control  group
could be controlled easier than the students in experimental group.
Another  cause  is  that  the  students  chose  their  own  friends  to  work  in
groups. That is why there was 7.66% improvement in the mean score of
their posttest compared to their pretest. The mean of the pretest score was
81.02 and the mean of their posttest score was 87.23.
Although there was no significant difference between their
listening achievements, the mean of their posttest increased. The mean of
their pretest scores was 83.77 and the mean of their posttest scores was
85.82. There was 2.45% improvement in their scores. It is because of the
students started getting used to jigsaw technique at the second and third
meetings. They started enjoying it but three times treatments were not
enough.
Discussion of the Findings Related to the Minor Questions
Related to data analysis of the first minor research questions
saying “Is there a significant difference between the listening
achievement of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique
and the one of those taught by using unstructured group work in
answering factual questions?”, the null hypothesis was accepted. There
was no significant difference in the listening achievement between the
students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and those taught by
using unstructured group work. It seemed that jigsaw technique did not
help them improve their listening capability in answering factual
questions.
Based on the data analysis of the second minor research questions
saying “Is there a significant difference between the listening
achievement of the students taught by using structured jigsaw technique
and the one of those taught by using unstructured group work in
answering inference questions?”, the null hypothesis was also accepted.
No significant difference found in the listening achievement between the
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students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and those taught by
using unstructured group work. It can be seen that jigsaw technique did
not help them improve their listening capability in answering inference
questions.
Although there was no significant difference between the students’
listening capability taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the
one of those taught by using unstructured group work in answering
factual and inference questions, their posttest scores increased 2.68% for
factual questions and 3.04% for inference questions. For factual
questions, the pretest score was 13.13 and their posttest was 13.48 while
inference questions increased from 11.65 became 12.00.
It might be caused by the students’ motivation that had just
increased at the second treatment. They started to get used to answering
factual and inference questions. It made the students’ score increase.
For the data analysis of the third minor research questions saying
“Is there a significant difference between the listening achievement of the
students taught by using structured jigsaw technique and the one of those
taught by using unstructured group work in answering main idea
questions?”, the null hypothesis was not accepted. There was significant
difference in the listening achievement between the students taught by
using structured jigsaw technique and those taught by using unstructured
group work. Their listening ability in answering main idea questions were
improved through jigsaw technique.
One possible reason is that most of the students had gotten used to
answering or finding the main idea of the passage or the paragraphs.
When they got jigsaw technique, they practiced more. That is why there
was significant difference between the students taught by using structured
jigsaw technique and those taught by using unstructured group work.
Conclusion
As we know, nowadays most of people in Indonesia use English as
their second language. English has become an important subject taught in
school. There are 4 language skills, listening, reading, speaking, and
writing, in English. Students are able to be helped to master other skills
by mastering one skill. It also happens in listening. By mastering listening
skill, students can be helped to master other skills. Listening is not an
easy subject to master. Mastering listening skill can be done by doing
several techniques.
Some studies have focused on some techniques that can be applied
in listening class. Some of them discussed about the implementation of
jigsaw technique, but there were no real application. Because of that
reason,  the  writer  conducted  this  study  to  apply  the  technique  in  a  real
listening class of junior high school students, especially the second grade.
Beside that, the writer wanted to prove the effectiveness of this technique
to the students’ listening achievement. The writer chose the second grade
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because the writer believed that the students had gotten some experiences
in listening class when they were in the first grade.
The population of this study was the second grade students of
SMPK St. Clara Surabaya. The samples of this study were students of
VIIIC as experimental group and VIIIB as control group.
The writer conducted the treatments to both groups. Each group
got different technique. The one that was applied in the experimental
group was  jigsaw technique  and the  one  that  was  applied  in  the  control
group was unstructured group work. Before giving the treatments, the
writer conducted the pretest to those two groups. The pretest itself was
tried out first in the other parallel class before it  was distributed to those
two  groups.  After  getting  the  pretest,  the  students  were  given  the
treatments. After the third treatments, the posttest was administered. The
theme for pretest, treatments, and posttest were the same, which was
descriptive text. The writer also collected the mid-score for English
subject of the samples from their English teacher.
From the analysis by using t-test,  the  writer  found out  that  those
two groups have equal ability in listening achievement. After that, the
writer analyzed the posttest scores to prove if jigsaw technique brought a
positive effect to their listening achievement or not. The writer also used
t-test to analyze the posttest scores. From the analysis, the writer found
that null hypothesis saying “There is no significant difference in listening
achievement between second grade junior high school students who are
taught using jigsaw technique and those who are taught using
unstructured group work” was accepted. It means that jigsaw technique
did not give great contributions to the students’ listening achievement, in
this case the second grade of junior high school. But at least, this
technique could improve a little bit of students’ listening achievement. It
can be proved from the gain between the pretest mean score and the
posttest mean score. The one in experimental group increased 2.45% and
the  one  in  control  group  increased  7.66%.  It  means  that  the  one  in
experimental group increased more than the one in the control group.
Suggestions
The writer realized that this study was not perfect. There were
some reasons that need more attention. For that reason, the writer would
like to share some recommendations for the next studies which have the
same topic with this study.
St. Clara Junior High School had big classes. One class consisted
of at more or less 48 students. It was a really big class. The writer would
like to suggest other researchers who want to implement jigsaw technique
in real classes to choose a school which does not have many students in
one class, for example there are maximum 20 students in one class.
If there are many classes for one grade, the writer should choose
some classes which have more or less the same level in English. Before
the research is started, it is better to give a kind of test among the control,
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experimental, and pilot groups to see whether they were equal in English
achievement. Another way is that the writer can take the students’ MID
test score.
In the implementation, the students spent so much time in the
expert team discussion. They couldn’t hear the listening scripts clearly
because there were some problems with the recorders. It is better for the
writer to pay more attention to the quality of the recorders so that the
implementation can run well.
Another problem is sometimes the students talked about other
things during the discussion. They discussed the material when the
teacher stood up near them. To solve this problem, the writer recommends
that it will be better if there are two teachers handling the class.
In  this  study,  the  writer  only  gave  three  times  treatments.  To
overcome this problem, it is better to provide more treatments. For
example, it is better for the researcher to give four or five treatments to
the students. It is done to give chance for the students to enjoy and get
used to the technique conducted. The researcher will see more
improvement in the students’ listening achievement.
The writer would like to suggest the next researcher to make sure
that the students do the pretest and posttest seriously. The researcher may
say that  the  score  of  the  tests  will  be  given to  their  English  teacher  and
will be included in their report score. This strategy really worked when
the writer conducted her study in SMPK St. Clara. The students really did
the pretest and posttest seriously.
Related to the listening script for the treatments, the next
researcher should pay attention to the genre of the text. It is better to
choose a text which can be divided into some independent paragraphs.
That kind of text is more suitable for jigsaw technique.
All in all, this study was not perfect and it had some weaknesses.
That  is  why  other  studies  which  have  the  same  topic  need  to  be
conducted. We can get more valid and accurate conclusion by having
those other studies.
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